mmuMm 

Claims 1.-31 and 38-78 are currently pending in the application. Claims 1.0 and 1 1 are 
hereby amended, claims 32-37 are hereby canceled without prejudice, and new claims 40-78 are 

• t i deration, Th oi \ > j sh t k< i 

Claims 15 show all the chums in the application, with an indication of the current status of each. 

The -cancelation of claims from this -application \> u itlu t pmnki <.e o e s i a u , nd 
Applicant reserves the right to pursue the subject matter of canceled claims in one or more 
c on t inn at.ion appli e a ii ons . 

Claim Rejections: 35 CISC § 102(b): Examiner's Point #2 

Claims 1,5-7 and 9 stand rejected under 35 USC § 1 02(h) as anticipated by Hayashi (IP 
2004047873 A). Tim. rejection is traversed. 

I he pre* vtP application I S •nnioruil m> i. . ' .momd mil patent 

application PCT/JPQ4/17697, hied November 29, 2004 (see front page of the present application, 
copy enclosed). Tin tiling, date of an international application designating the mitd States of 
America is treated as the filing date in the United States of America under OCT Article 1 1(3), 
except as provided in 35 U.S.C. 102(c) (see 35 USC §363 and 37 CFR 1.53, noting that 35 
U.S.C. 102(e) relates only to US applications and patents). 35 USC § 102(b) states that an 
application may not obtain a patent if: K invention was patented or described in a printed 
publication in this or a .foreign country., .more than one year prior to the date of the application 
for patent in the United States/' Tims, to be a valid 102(b) reference against the present 
appln anon a pitmen puhtnetmn must ix d tnd more than one year p sot to N -si sK 2'' 2004, 
i.e. a valid reference must be dated prior io November 29, 2003. 

Hayashi is a Japanese application that was published in Japan on February 12, 2004. i.e. 
not prior to November 29, 2003. Thus. Hayashi is not a valid 102(b) reference against die claims 
of the ptvs s - npla mo i 

In view of the foregoing. Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and withdrawal 
of this rejection. 

Claim Rejections: 35 USC § 102(b): Examiner's point £3 

Claims 1.1-17, 1.0-2.1 and 36 stand rejected under 35 USC § ? 02(b) as anticipated by 
Hayashi ( JP 2004047873 A). This rejection is traversed. 
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Clalm 36 is hereby canceled* thereby making moot this portion of the rejection. 

As-demonstrated above, Mayasht is not a Hayashi is not a valid .102(b) reference against 
the claims of the present application. 

hi view of the foregoing, Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and withdrawal 
of thi s rejection. 

Claim Rejections: 35 DSC § 102(b): Examiner's Point #4 

Claims 2-4, g, 18, 22, 30 and 3 i stand rejected under 35 USC § 102(b) as anticipated by 
tlavc.hu SP 2O(U04"S"3 \) Ihu msecOor ^tuWCfs.d 

As demonstrated above, Hayaslu is not a valid 102(b) reference against the claims of the 
present application. 

In view of the foregoing, Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration ami withdrawal 
of this reject! on. 

Claim Rejections; 315 DSC § 102(b): Examiner's Point US 

Claims 1, 5, 6 and 36 stand rejected under 35 USC § 102(b) as anticipated by Kashiwagi 
(US 2004/02121 14 Al). fins rejection is traversed. 

Claim 36 is hereby canceled, thereby making moot this portion of the rejection. 

As demonstrated above, to be a valid 102(b) reference against the present application. < 
printed pubhcation must be dated more than one year prior to November 29, 2004, i.e. a valid, 
reference must be dated prior to November 29, 2003. Kashiwagi is a US patent, application and 
was published on November 29. 2004, and thus does not meet the criteria for a valid 102(b) 
reference against the claims of the present application. 

for Examiner's information, Applicant also notes that Kashiwagi. also does not constitute 
a proper 102(e) reference. The present, application was filed as a US national stage application 
based on International patent application PCT/JP04/ 17697, tiled November 29. 2004, winch in 
turn was based >n .la < pbc ! P S3, th priority > tc 9 vhicl > 

November 28 J003 (see front, page of the pn em application, copy enclosed) 1 is establishes 
the date of invention of the subject matter of the claims of the present application as (at least) 
November 28, 2003. The original Kashiwagi application was filed in the US in. Japanese, and 
\\<%$ publish d *} hi firs; unu in English on Novembei 29, 2004 (see the printout from the 
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publtc PAIR databa ;c < oncerning t S 2004 02121 14 AI attached hereto}. Fltus, Kasluwagi is not 
a ^ ahd 102(e) reference against the clai us of ps . icatio ) 

In view of the foregoing, Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and. withdrawal 
oi this rejt ti N 

Claim Rejections: 35 I SC § 102(b): Examiner's Point #f» 

Claims 11, 16. 19, and 21 stand rejected under 35 USC § 1 02(b) as anticipated by 
Kashiwagi (US 2004/02 12114 Ai). This rejection is traversed. 

As demonstrated above, Kashiwagi is not a valid 1 0.2(b) reference against the present 
!.pj i tion 

In view of the foregoing, Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and withdrawal 
of this rej ection. 

Claim Rejections.: 35 USC § 103(a); Examiner's Point #8 

Claim 7 stands rejected as obvious over a combination of Kashiwagi (as above) in view 
ofMiyoshi (US2004/02S3777). Tins rejection is traversed. 

As demonstrated above, the Kashiwagi reference does not predate the priority date of the 
present application. Thus, Kashiwagi. is not a valid reference against the subject matter of the 
claims of the present application. 

As has been established in the previous responses filed March 23, 2009 (see discussion re 
102(e) rejection) and October 1 1 2009 {.see discussion of Examiners point #9), that Miyoshhs 
teaching does not anticipate (he present invention, as evidenced by the withdrawal ofMiyoshi as 
a I02(tf! ansa i\ r \ idtH t t. t ik t ike keen e>t huu 2 3 >00 h k opMsu)Mkk>K 
14, 2009, it was clearly established that M.tyoshi teaches only producing an insulator film by 
itjtfoduun iu<u,n<ii » iMhr t d\ iao ill enwn v , foal enx ddt n g s b nqu v>hiuLmti 
7, by virtue of its dependence on claim 1 via intervening claim 5, in the present Office Action, 
Examine has cited Miyoshi only s teachi tet nyltetrei 1 1 rasHoxat monomers 

Tins teaching alone does not anticipate or .render obvious the subject matter of claim 7, which 
requires not only the use ofdetravinyl.tetreniethykiyclotetrassi.oxan niononiers but also the other 
features set forth in claims 1 and 5. However, Kashiwagi cannot be used to cure or mitigate these 
defects because, as established above, Kashiwagi is not a valid reference against the present 
application. 



-18- 



fo view of the foregoing. Applicant respectfully requests clarification, reconsideration 
and withdrawal of this rejection. 

Claim Rejections: 35 IJSC § 103(a); Examiner's Point #9 

Claim. 10 stands rejected as obvious over a combination of Hayashi (as above) in view of 
Gates (UA2003/0276930). This rejection is traversed. 

As demonstrated above, the Hayashi reference does not predate the priority date of the 
present app.iicaii.on. Thus, Hayashi is not a valid reference against the subject matter of the 
claims &i |ht >1 cation 

As established in the response filed on October 14, 2009, Gates does not teach silicon and 
oxygen skeletons thai, have at least one unsaturated hydrocarbon group hound with a side chains 
of a skeleton, as required in the present claim i(>. Further, Gates does not teach a plasma mixture 
of rare gas; and oxidizer gas or hydrogenaied silicon gas as required in claim 10. Thus, Gates 
alone does not anticipate nor render obvious the subject matter of claim 10, and Hayashi is not 
available as a reference to cure or mitigate these defects. 

in view ofi.be foregoing, Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and withdrawal 
of this rejection. 

Claim Rejections: 35 DSC § 103(a): Examiner's F«mi #10 

Claims 32 55 and stand rejc ted as obviou wet i combination of h si v i (as 
above) in view of Wu (US 7,241,704}. Tins rejection is traversed. 

Claim 37 is hereby canceled, thereby making moot this portion of the rejection. 

As demonstrated above, the Kashiwagi reference does not predate the priority date of the 
present application. Thus, Kashiwagi is not a valid reference against the subject matter of the 
churns of the present application. 

bm the priority date 0 h i in, \o\unbei ?S 00 > 

The fling date of the Wu reference is August 27, 2004. Thus, Wu also does not predate the 
present >plicatio md hus is not a valid reft i tin On thj t matte >f claim 5 

in view of the foregoing. Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and withdrawal 
of this rejection. 
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CiaiiB .Rejections: 35 CSC § 1 03(a): Examiner's Point #1 ! 

Claims 20 stands rejected as obvious over a combination of Kashiwagi (as above) in view 
of Miyoshi (as above). This rejection is traversed. 

demonstrated above the > 1 a eference does not predate the priority date of the 
pres nt tpplicatioi Huns Kashiwagi is not a valid reference ag i ubjectmatteroft.be 
claims of the present application . 

As established above, Miyoshi alone neither anticipates nor en dor- ob\ join ttu. subject 
matter of the claims of the present application, teaching only 
tetraviayltetraraethdyJcyck>tetrasiloxane monomers. 

in view of the foregoing. Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and withdrawal 
of this rejection. 

Claim Rejection*: 35 USC § 103(a): Examiner's Point #12 

Claims 32-35 and 3? stand rejected as obvious over a combination of Hayasiu (as above) 
in view of Wn (as above ). This rejection is traversed. 

Claims 32-35 and 37 are hereby canceled, thereby rn.aki.ng moot this rejection. 

In view of the foregoing. Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and withdrawal 
of thi s rejection. 

Claim Refections: 35 (ISC § 103(a): Examiner's Point #13 

Claim .38 stands rejected as obvious over a combination of Bayashi (as above) in view of 
Wu (as above). This rejection is traversed. 

As demonstrated above neither the Hayasiu reference nor tiie Wu reference predates the 
priority date of the present application. Thus, neither Hayashi not Wu nor any combination 
thereof anticipates or renders obvious the subject matter of claims 32-35 of the present, 
application. 

In view of the foregoing, Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and withdrawal 
of this rejection. 

Claim Rejections: 35 USC § 103(a): Examiner's Point #1.4 

Claims 23 >9 stand ejected a> ob\ inns o\ er H w3us,1mm rhis rejection is 
traversed. 



-20- 



As demonstrated above, the Hayashi does not predate the priority date of the present 
application. Thus, Hayashi does not anticipate or render obvious the subject matter of claims 23- 
29 of the present application. 

to view of the foregoing \p peetfiiliy requests i cons-id* mo mdwilhdfawal 

of this rejection. 

Claim Rejections; 35 USC § 103(a): Examiner's Point ffl£ 

Claim 39 stands rejected as obvious over a combination of Hayashi (as above} in view of 
Wu (as above). This rejection is traversed. 

As demonstrated above, neither the Hayashi reference nor the Wu reference predates die 
priority date of the present application. Thus, neither Hayashi not Wu nor any combination 
thereof anticipates or renders obvious the subject -matter of claim 39 of the present application. 

In view of the foregoing, Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and withdrawal 
of this rejection. 
New claims 

New claims 40-78 are hereby added for Examiner's consideration. Support for these new 
claims is found in the application as died, with reference to the paragraph numbers ay they 

>m puhhd t <l < 
t Linus 41 depend hum claim 2 * luch mutes <d the k\mnes. 
Claims 42 and 75: paragraphs [0025], [0040] and [0080]; 
Claims 43 and 76: paragraph [0236]; 
Claims 44 and 77; paragraph [0237]; 

Claims 45 and 78: Figure 34, where porous insulating film 75a is between wires 77 and 80 (see 
paragraph [0222]; 

Claim 40: see claim 1 and paragraph [0053]: 
Claim 47: paragraphs [0078] and [0088]; 
Clauu4S param-aph.s [01 140 [0143] and 100Wj; 
Claim 49: paragraphs [0085] and [0090]; 
Claim 50: o; . rpi '"CO and Figure 14; 

Claim 51: Table 4 in [01 87] (C/Si of a column of 3V3IPC3S raw material 5.0 compared to C/Si 
of a column of NjOO, 0, 2,89); 
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Omm 52: Table 4 in [0187] (O/Si of a column of 3V31PC3S raw m nenal , u compared, to O/Si 
of a column of hCO 0. 0, 1 .12); 

Claim 53: Table 4 in [0187] (H Si of a column of 3V31PC3S raw material, 10.0 compared to 
H/Si of a. column ofNVOO, 6,10); 
Claim 54: paragraphs [0037] and [0048]; 

Claim 55; these rations were used in an experiment described in paragraph [0180]: 
Claim 56: paragraph [0180]; 
Clami 57; paragraph [0192]; 
Claim 58: paragraph [01921: 

Claims 59, 60 and 6 I: paragraphs [0179] and [0053]; 
Claim 62: paragraph [0065]; 
Claim 65; paragraph [0033 1; 

Claim 64: is a porous insulating Bl.ro produce by die method of claim 46 and has similar support; 
Claim 65: is a porous insulating film produce by the method of claim 62 and has similar support; 
Claim 66: see original claim 12; 

Claim 67; is a porous insulating film produce by die method of claim 63 and has similar support; 
Claim 68: Table 4 in [0187] (C/Si of a column of N 2 O===0, 2.89 compared to C-'Si of a column of 
N 3 C>4.35,3.33); 

Claim 69: Table 4 in [0 1 87] (O/Si of a column of N 2 O0 5 1.12 compared to O/Si of a column of 
Ng> 1.35, 1.21); 

Claim 70: Table 4 in [0187] (II, Si of a column ofN><> : 0, 6.10 compared, to H/'Si of a cohtiiMof 
Ng>T35. ~T4}, 

Claim 71: paragraph [0144]. which refers to specillc inductance capacity data depicted in Figure 
14; 

Churn" p,u ig ipd [to A >od |f 4< no v 1 mine* 1 1 and 21 v hie 'qui lata re pore 
diameter; 

t hum t3 origins claim 1 pas gj >3 u 
Claim 74; paragraphs [0039] and [0053], 
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Other matters 

Claim 10 is hereby amended to k t t i hod oi > . her than the 
semiconductor device, since claim 10 depends from claim 1., which is a method chum. Applicant 
Mhruk ii ! i 1 \ h k * \ 

requests entry of this amendment. 
Con tin din g Remarks 

) > t tinted 1 1 !+ t'lC ippi'C i i 

1 } v d ^ \ se k>n x 1 1 h! h ^ ^ito issue. 

1 N.anrct ibjcqicstcc eoata, > vs d >h >M v < s > v ni 

' a x \ ^ 5 ! - > ; o e ! - h. i j v. ^ ' \ f 1 1 t ■> i r > . n i 

interview. 

If an extension of time is required for this response to be considered as being timely hied, 
i cond limta! petition i x os-s.a t \ ! 3 i x ! c s coy yv deficiencies 
in fees and cred t t of 1 5 >> < s IQA 



Respectfully m mu 



Rinh t £\ ior-C? v 
Reg. No. 45,922 
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